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Abstract: This paper aims to link structural empowerment to employee-driven innovation (EDI)
with psychological empowerment as a mediation mechanism. Recently, there has been an increase
in interest in utilizing all sources of knowledge in an organization to stimulate innovation among
all employees. A clear understanding of some of the mechanisms used to achieve this is needed.
The paper applies a quantitative approach based on two studies. Study 1 involved a total of 228
employees in a public sector organization, while study 2 involved 60 employees from a private sector
organization. We employed structural equation modeling to test the hypothesized relationships
among the variables. It was determined that both structural empowerment and psychological
empowerment have a direct positive association with EDI. Second, the relationship between structural
empowerment and EDI was partially mediated by psychological empowerment. EDI can only happen
in an organization if employers and managers empower the ordinary employees to not only generate
creative ideas but also to participate in its development and implementation.
Keywords: employee-driven innovation; structural empowerment; psychological empowerment
1. Introduction
Several studies have acknowledged the importance of innovation in modern organizations
(Hartley 2005; Snyder et al. 2016; Pieterse et al. 2010; Osborne and Brown 2011). The modern economy
is characterized by globalization, dynamism and more knowledgeable employees, as customers and
citizens are continually expecting better services. Therefore, both public and private organizations
continually strive to renew themselves, and service innovation is viewed as one of the main channels
for improvement (Helkkula et al. 2018; Carlborg et al. 2014; Durst et al. 2015; Witell et al. 2016).
Osborne and Brown (2011) argue that the dominance and influence of innovation on public policy
and innovation in public services would remain essential to meet the economic and social challenges
of today.
To enhance innovative capabilities, organizations should exploit all sources of knowledge (Alasoini
2013) instead of restricting innovation to only a few within the organization (Høyrup 2012; Kesting
and Ulhøi 2010). As such, new models of innovation have suggested more active and diverse roles
for all employees within the organization. One of these models is expressed through the conceptual
framework of employee-driven innovation (EDI), which embraces innovation activities that are initiated
and driven by ordinary employees (Renkema 2018; Smith et al. 2012; Båckstrom and Lindberg 2018).
To drive innovation implies that employees participate in both the generation of creative ideas and
their implementation (Smith et al. 2012; Bäckström and Lindberg 2019). Kesting and Ulhøi (2010) argue
that “for ordinary employees, to drive innovations largely means participating in those organizational
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decision-making procedures by which innovations are triggered and determined” (p. 68). According to
Aaltonen and Hytti (2014), contextual factors such as organizational structures could act as a barrier to
innovation. In a more recent study, Renkema et al. (2018) suggest that organizations cannot utilize the
innovation potential of ordinary employees if they fail to empower those employees. By implication,
it means removing the contextual barriers that inhibit the participation of ordinary employees in
innovation activities. This indicates that empowerment could play an important role in facilitating
EDI. Yet, the role of empowerment in EDI has not been previously investigated in the context of EDI.
In general, studies show that even though empowering initiatives are enabling, sometimes they could
be a burden as well (Cheong et al. 2016).
Empowerment is a concept that describes working arrangements in which the empowered is
engaged at an emotional level (Conger and Kanungo 1988). Kanter (1977) argues that empowerment
results from decentralization, a flattening of the hierarchy and increased employee participation.
Amundsen (2014) suggests that the involvement of employees and power-sharing with employees
are at the core of empowerment. This includes giving employees more freedom and autonomy in the
workplace (Amundsen 2014; Amundsen and Martinsen 2015). Empowerment enables employees to
learn to use their initiative and act more creatively (Laschinger et al. 2004; Humborstad 2012). In this
context, Conrad (2017) suggests that through empowerment, organizations engage and enable their
employees to take responsibility. Thorlakson and Murray (1996), cited by Laschinger et al. (2004)
described empowerment as a tool to encourage employees to independently reflect about their work
instead of continuously engaging in the usual routine.
According to Kanter (1988), employees are unlikely to initiate processes that deviate from
established organizational routines and practices if they are not empowered. In this paper, we draw on
the argument that employees need to be empowered by organizational structures to participate in
the organizational decision-making procedures by which innovations are triggered and determined
(Kesting and Ulhøi 2010). However, structural empowerment may not be enough for EDI to occur.
Studies have shown that when employees are psychologically empowered, such employees are more
likely to believe they are autonomous, more impactful, creative and less likely to be constrained by
technical or rule-bound aspects of work (Spreitzer 1995; Spreitzer and Doneson 2005). In a recent study,
Lempiala and Yli-Kauhaluoma (2019) highlighted how teams with similar structural support and
resources could differently perceive their ability to engage in EDI. Thus suggesting that empowering
structures may not be enough for EDI but how employees experience and interpret these matter.
Consequently, this paper aims to develop and test a model that focuses on how the two
main approaches of empowerment (structural and psychological empowerment) associate with
EDI. Accordingly, this paper makes the following contributions: First, we contribute to the EDI body
of knowledge by developing and empirically testing a model that links structural and psychological
empowerment to EDI. We show that a work environment that is considered to be structurally
empowering will positively influence EDI. Secondly, we reaffirm the positive relationship between
structural empowerment and psychological empowerment. Lastly, we demonstrate that the association
between structural empowerment and EDI is partially mediated by psychological empowerment.
We organize the rest of this paper as follows: Next, we discuss the theoretical perspectives and
formulate the study’s hypotheses, followed by the research methodology. After that, we present our
analyses, conclusion and limitations of the study.
2. Theory and Hypotheses
2.1. Employee-Driven Innovation
EDI belongs to an umbrella concept, usually referred to as workplace innovation. This is because
employees’ contribution and EDI are based upon how their innovation activities are embedded within
their work practice. The premise for EDI is that employee participation is seen as a means of increasing
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productivity, achieving more influence on the decision-making process and subduing conflicts and
democratization of society (Aasen et al. 2012; Bäckström and Bengtsson 2019).
EDI is a concept that describes innovation whereby a new idea, product or process is initiated
and implemented by a single employee or by the joint effort of two or more employees (Kesting and
Ulhøi 2010; Høyrup 2010). EDI emphasizes innovation as a process wherein ordinary employees are
seen as the primary sources and drivers of innovation (Saari et al. 2015; Lempiala and Yli-Kauhaluoma
2019; Holmquist and Johansson 2019; Kurz et al. 2018). Because these employees are not required to be
involved in innovation, EDI is therefore described as an extra role behavior (Renkema 2018; Buhl 2018).
The argument for employee participation is based on the idea that these employees regularly face
challenges through their work practices and are ideally positioned as a source of innovation (Wihlman
et al. 2014; Båckstrom and Lindberg 2018). In addition, the employees’ knowledge of their work
practices puts them in a position to gain a context-dependent understanding that their managers might
lack (Kesting and Ulhøi 2010). Despite the fact that employees are acknowledged as essential sources
for innovation, their creative potential is often underutilized (Saari et al. 2015).
Following Saari et al. (2015), participatory decision making and power-sharing are some of the
factors that facilitate EDI. In a recent study, Voxted (2018) identified management support as one of
the key factors that facilitate EDI. These factors determine the extent that employees can develop and
use their competencies as well as their creative potentials (Totterdill and Exton 2014), and are mostly
dependent on the kind of workplace where employees perform their jobs. Innovation (including
EDI) depends on an employee’s network of relationships within the organization, “because it is these
relationships that provide the requisite inspiration, information, resources, and support that help
innovators develop, promote, and realize their new ideas” (Wang et al. 2015, p. 1).
2.2. Employee Empowerment
Empowerment can be traced back to studies on employee involvement and participation that
were carried out over six decades ago (Maynard et al. 2012). It implies a range of management
practices (e.g., sharing authority, resources, information) that directly affects work outcomes (e.g.,
quality, productivity, customer satisfaction). It also indirectly affects them by influencing employee
cognitions (e.g., self-efficacy, motivation) (Fernandez and Moldogaziev 2013; Spreitzer 1995; Vecchio et
al. 2010). Amundsen and Martinsen (2015) argue that to empower is concerned more with the transfer
of influence to another than with influencing another. They further stated that work designs that
flow from empowerment approaches are characterized by autonomy, self-leadership, the delegation
of responsibility and decision making authority. In this regard, Wong Humborstad and Perry (2011)
suggest that empowerment is a form of employee involvement initiative, which explains the degree to
which employees are allowed to make decisions without recourse to their superiors.
Empowerment literature indicates that two dominant views of empowerment have gradually
emerged over the years (Amundsen 2019; Maynard et al. 2012; Rhee et al. 2017). These are the
social-structural and the psychological approach. Conceptually, social-structural empowerment is
made of both structural and social empowerment (Amundsen 2014). The structural approach is linked to
structural aspects, such as information, resources, decentralization, knowledge and authority (Maynard
et al. 2012). In contrast, social empowerment is linked to relational aspects such as between leaders
and their subordinates or among employees themselves (Amundsen 2014). The social perspective is
also called the relational perspective in the literature. However, both the structural and social aspects
are aimed at fostering psychological empowerment and are based on employees’ perceptions of their
work role (Amundsen and Martinsen 2015; Baird et al. 2018). This paper focuses on the structural part
of the social-structural approach of empowerment.
2.3. Structural Empowerment
Structural empowerment, sometimes referred to as managerial empowerment, focuses on how
individuals with power and authority in an organization (managers) share it with those that lack
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it (employees) (Conger and Kanungo 1988; Fernandez and Moldogaziev 2013). It derives from
organizational theories with the main emphasis on the delegation of power and authority (Knol and
Van Linge 2009). At the core of structural empowerment is the transition of authority and responsibility
from upper management to employees (Maynard et al. 2012). It is described as a fundamental
determinant that influences behavior, whereby employees with sufficient empowerment can fulfil the
tasks (Knol and Van Linge 2009). Structural empowerment implies that lower-level employees in an
organization are enabled to take appropriate action through a set of structures, practices and policies
within the organization that result from a flattening of the hierarchy (Seibert et al. 2011). Previous
studies have found that structural empowerment leads to innovative behavior (Knol and Van Linge
2009; Hebenstreit 2012; Dan et al. 2018).
Drawing from Kanter’s theory of structural empowerment, Kanter identified four work
empowerment structures: information, resources, support and opportunity (Kanter 1977, 1979).
Research shows that having access to information, receiving support, having access to resources
necessary to do one’s job and having the opportunity to learn and grow are considered as empowering
structures. When employees are structurally empowered, the manifestation in the organization is
reflected by access to these structures facilitated by formal job characteristics (Laschinger et al. 2001).
Kesting and Ulhøi (2010) suggested that a lack of time, resources and information would considerably
hamper employees’ idea generation.
According to Kesting and Ulhøi (2010), in an ideal type of organizational structure that promotes
EDI, employees can propose changes while management can delegate the decision authority to
employees. The implication is that employees who are not required to take on the task of innovation
now begin to do so through organizational designs. That is, the organization’s ability to offer access
to information, resources, support and opportunity in the work environment has a major impact
on innovation (O’Brien 2010). In their study, Hansen et al. (2017) noted that de-emphasizing an
organisational structure was among the most critical factors for successful innovation. Based on the
above discussion, we put forward the following hypothesis:
H1: There is a positive relationship between structural empowerment and EDI.
2.4. Psychological Empowerment
Psychological empowerment has its foundation in social psychological theory based on personal
development. Conger and Kanungo (1988) defined psychological empowerment as a motivational
construct. Their view of empowerment shifted the perception of empowerment to the individual.
Thomas and Velthouse (1990) elaborated Conger and Kanungo’s work further, and linked empowerment
to increased intrinsic task motivation. The focus here is on employees’ perceptions or cognitive states
regarding empowerment, thus regarded as individual perspective on empowerment (Maynard et al.
2012; Menon 2001).
Psychological empowerment manifests in four cognitions reflecting an individual’s orientation
to his or her work role: meaning, competence, self-determination and impact (Spreitzer et al. 1999;
Thomas and Velthouse 1990). These four dimensions combine into the overall construct of psychological
empowerment (Spreitzer 1995; Spreitzer and Doneson 2005). Meaning reflects on how one’s feels that
one’s work is personally important (Knol and Van Linge 2009). Competence refers to the belief in
one’s ability to successfully perform one’s job (Laschinger et al. 2001). Autonomy (self-determination)
indicates the perceptions of how free one is to choose how to initiate and carry out tasks (Laschinger et
al. 2004). Impact concerns the extent to which one perceives one’s behaviors as making a difference in
work outcomes (Spreitzer 1995).
As investigated and noted in other studies, psychological empowerment can be viewed as a
mechanism that mediates the relationship between structural empowerment and different work
outcomes (Knol and Van Linge 2009; Laschinger et al. 2001; O’Brien 2010; Amundsen and Martinsen
2015; Wagner et al. 2010; Seibert et al. 2011). Research has consequently indicated that the two major
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approaches of empowerment are related. Psychological empowerment is a reaction to structural
empowerment (Amundsen and Martinsen 2015; Corsun and Enz 1999; Camilla and Krishna 2015), as it
underscores employees’ reactions to structural empowerment conditions (Knol and Van Linge 2009;
Laschinger et al. 2004; O’Brien 2010). According to Laschinger et al. (2004), “by increasing access to
work empowerment structures, employee experience feeling of personal empowerment . . . ” (p. 268).
We postulate as follows:
H2: There is a positive relationship between structural empowerment and psychological empowerment.
Previous studies indicate that empowerment and allowing autonomy are crucial as they stimulate
idea generation in employees (Avolio et al. 1991; Russell and Stone 2002; Wagner et al. 2010), and are
therefore conducive to the generation of innovations (Laschinger et al. 2001). It enables employees to
respond more quickly to customer service requests, act to rectify complaints and be more engaged in
service encounters (Conrad 2017; Laschinger et al. 2004). Empowered employees are likely to feel more
self-efficacious (Amabile 1988; Spreitzer 1995), and have more significant opportunities for self-direction
(Vecchio et al. 2010). Also, research suggests that empowerment initiatives lead to enhanced employee
performance, well-being and positive attitudes (Maynard et al. 2012), which may also have a positive
impact on their innovation attempts. Above all, previous studies show that empowered employees are
more innovative (Fernandez and Pitts 2011; Fernandez and Moldogaziev 2013).
EDI is a complex process made up of different activities, which includes emergence and search
of ideas, idea generation and development as well as the implementation of ideas (Echebiri et al.
forthcoming). For example, idea generation itself is a creative process that requires employees’
internal desire for creativity, learning and development (Alasoini 2013). Previous studies indicate that
empowerment and allowing autonomy is indeed conducive to idea generation in employees. That is to
say that employee participation stimulates idea generation and is, therefore, helpful to the generation
of innovations (Kesting et al. 2015).
As previously argued, ordinary employees are not expected to take on the role of being innovators.
Instead, they are expected to undertake various supportive functions and implement management
decisions (Kesting and Ulhøi 2010). However, empowerment encourages employees to think for
themselves and ultimately move beyond doing blindly what they are told to do (Laschinger et al.
2004). By being empowered, employees may learn to take the initiative and creatively respond to the
challenges of the job. Hence the following hypotheses:
H3: There is a positive association between psychological empowerment and EDI.
Since previous studies have suggested that psychological empowerment is a reaction to structural
empowerment, we also expect psychological empowerment to act as a mediation mechanism between
structural empowerment and EDI. The mediation role of psychological empowerment between work
environment structures and work outcomes has been supported by previous studies (e.g., Camilla
and Krishna 2015; Rhee et al. 2017). However, owing to the nature of social reality, we expect the
mediation to be partial rather than complete, which implies that structural empowerment would
manifest direct associations with EDI but have an indirect effect via psychological empowerment.
This leads to the following (see Figure 1):
H4: Psychological empowerment will partially mediate the relationship between structural empowerment
and EDI.




Figure 1. Hypothesized model. Notes: Direct parts are represented with straight arrows. The mediation
part is represented with the dashed arrows.
3. Study 1: Methodology
3.1. Data Collection and Sample Attributes
We collected data from the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration (NAV). Based on an
onging research collaboration between our research group and the organization, we relied on the
convenience sampling method. We designed our survey instrument using Checkbox. Checkbox is
a professional tool for conducting online surveys (Checkbox 2018). A link to the survey with an
explanation was sent to our contact person in the organization, who then distributed it among other
employees. A total of 461 employees received the survey and 228 employees completed it, representing
a response rate of 49%. Of these, 68 respondents (30%) were males, while 160 (70%) were females.
There were 186 respondents (82%) who reported that they were subordinates, whereas 42 (18%) had
leadership responsibilities. Among the respondents, 160 (70%) had contact with users, and 68 (30%)
had no contact with users.
3.2. Common Method Bias (CMB)
To deal with common method variance, which is usually associated with studies that rely
on self-reported data collected at the same point in time (Podsakoff et al. 2003; Chang et al.
2010), we implemented two ex-ante remedies at the research design stage (Conway and Lance
2010). First, our survey was designed to be anonymous. It has been suggested that protecting
the anonymity of the respondents minimizes the evaluation apprehension and can reduce method
bias. Second, we counterbalanced the order of the measurement of our dependent and independent
variables, as suggested in previous studies (Podsakoff et al. 2003). According to Chang et al. (2010),
counterbalancing the order of items in relation to different scales and constructs makes CMV less likely.
3.3. Research Instruments
All items used for this study were scored using a seven-point Likert scale rated from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly disagree).
Employee-Driven Innovation (EDI). We measured EDI with a 13 items scale developed by Echebiri,
Engen, and Amundsen (in press). The scale is comprised of the following three sub-dimensions:
Emergence and search for ideas (four items), idea generation (three items), and idea development and
implementation (six items). The Cronbach alpha were 0.89, 0.88 and 0.92, respectively. Sample items
include emergence and search for ideas (I recognize when there is an opportunity for improvement
with a new practice), idea generation (I come up with creative ideas that might improve daily work),
and idea development and implementation (When a developed idea is put into practice, it becomes part
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of the routine). The fit indexes for three first-order factors (three dimensions) plus one second-order
factor fell within an acceptable range [χ2 (62) = 191.25, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.09;
SRMR = 0.04]. The overall scale reliability of EDI was 0.78. All indicators exhibited significant
relationships (p < 0.001) with their intended latent variable (range = 0.71 to 0.89).
Structural empowerment. Structural empowerment was assessed with an 11-item scale adapted
from the conditions of work effectiveness questionnaire (Havaei and Dahinten 2017). The scale is
originally made up of four sub-dimensions that is opportunity, information, support and resources,
with each having three items. Because discriminant validity was not achieved for resources, the item
that had the lowest r-squared value for the construct was dropped. Sample items include; opportunity
(I have the chance to gain new skills and knowledge on the job), information (I am informed about
the policies and procedures to do my job well), support (I get specific information about things I do
well) and resources (I have the resources I need for my job). The fit indexes for four first-order factors
plus one second-order factor fell within an acceptable range [χ2 (38) = 149.54, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.93;
TLI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.10; SRMR = 0.65]. The overall scale reliability for structural empowerment was
0.78. All indicators exhibited significant relationships (p < 0.001) with their intended latent variable
(range = 0.68 to 0.88).
Psychological empowerment. We assessed psychological empowerment with the Spreitzer (1995)
12-item scale. The scales comprises of four sub-dimensions: meaning, competence, impact and
autonomy with each having three items (α = 0.87, 0.87, 0.90 and 0.94, respectively). Sample items
included: meaning (The work I do is very important to me), competence (I am confident about my
ability to do my job), autonomy (I have autonomy in determining how I do my job) and impact (My
impact on what happens in my department is large). The fit indexes for the four correlated first-order
factors model fell within an acceptable range [χ2 (50) = 118.03, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.97; TLI = 0.96;
RMSEA = 0.07; SRMR = 0.06]. The overall scale reliability for psychological empowerment was
0.78. All indicators exhibited significant relationships (p < 0.001) with their intended latent variable
(range = 0.80 to 0.95).
Control variables. Previous studies show that control variables can influence the result (Bos-Nehles
and Veenendaal 2017). We controlled for three semi-demographic characteristics including gender,
education and contact with clients. Table 1 shows that education is only significant to another control
variable (user contact), which means that no control variables impacted on the substantive variables.
Therefore, control variables were excluded from further analysis.
Table 1. Mean, Standard deviation and scale correlations.
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
Gender 1.70 0.46
Education 2.94 0.68 −0.08
User contact 1.30 0.46 −0.16 0.24 ***
Structural empowerment 5.8 0.84 −0.10 0.33 0.02
Psychological empowerment 6.2 0.59 −0.04 0.17 0.07 0.74 ***
EDI 5.5 0.78 −0.18 0.14 −0.05 0.66 *** 0.64 ***
Note: ** = p < 0.01; *** = p < 0.001.
3.4. Data Analyses
To test the hypotheses, we employed structural equation modeling (SEM) using Stata version
15.1 (StataCorp. 2017) with maximum likelihood (ML) estimation. Seven observations with missing
values were automatically excluded in the analysis. As recommended by Mehmet and Jakobsen (2017),
we reported multiple goodness-of-fit indices for CFA, as the chi-square test is known to be sensitive to
the sample size. These include: (a) test statistics, degrees of freedom and significance level for the
chi-square test; (b) RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) and 90% CIs, with values of
0.05 indicating a close fit (Acock 2013) and values <0.10 indicating an acceptable fit (Mehmet and
Jakobsen 2017); (c) SRMR (standardized root mean square residual), with values ≤0.1 indicating a good
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fit (Mehmet and Jakobsen 2017); and (d) CFI (comparative fit index) and TLI (Tucker–Lewis index),
with values >0.90 generally indicating an acceptable fit (Acock 2013).
The analyses were done in two major parts. First, the measurement model was tested, and this
was followed by examining the hypotheses with a structural model. Descriptive statistics, a bivariate
correlation of the research constructs and control variables are reported in Table 1.
3.5. Test of the Measurement Model
First, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) was used to assess the first-order measurement model.
We verified the reliability, item loadings, factor reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity
of the scales used. The model included 36 items capturing 11 first-order correlated latent constructs.
The measurement model shows an acceptable fit [χ2 (539) = 1034.70, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92;
RMSEA = 0.06; SRMR = 0.05]. In addition, the average variance extracted (AVE) of all latent construct
confirmed the reliability and construct validity (Acock 2013). AVE for all constructs was over 0.50
(0.54–0.83), showing the convergent validity of the constructs. Also, the measurement model exhibited
discriminant validity because the AVE for all constructs was larger than the squared correlation
between constructs (Acock 2013; Mehmet and Jakobsen 2017). Raykov’s factor reliability coefficient for
all of the 11 correlated constructs was above the recommended minimum of 0.70 (0.74–0.94) (Mehmet
and Jakobsen 2017). Standardized factor loadings of the measurement items, scale reliability indicators
and average variance extracted (AVE) are reported in Table 2.
Since the three constructs under study (structural empowerment, psychological empowerment,
and EDI) were reflective variables, we added and tested a second-order reflective measurement model
in which items loaded on the first-order factors and were used as indicators for the second-order factor.
The results were satisfactory and the overall goodness of fit were all above the recommended minimum
[χ2 (580) = 1437.25, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.90; TLI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.07; SRMR = 0.09]. In addition,
there was no problem with both discriminant and convergent validity. Having established a good
measurement model at both first-order and second-order levels, we proceeded with the structural
model using this measurement model.
3.6. Test of the Structural Model
Our hypotheses were tested based on bivariate variable correlation in Table 1. Hypothesis 1,
which postulated that structural empowerment has a positive relationship with EDI, was supported in
a statistically significant way (β = 0.66, p < 0.001). Hypothesis 2 postulated that there is a relationship
between structural empowerment and psychological empowerment. This hypothesis was supported
(β = 0.74, p < 0.001). Hypotheses 3, which predicted that there is a positive relationship between
psychological empowerment and EDI, was also confirmed (β = 0.64, p < 0.001). With significant results
in all the three parts tested in Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3, preliminary support for H4 was demonstrated.
We tested for mediation based on our structural model. To test our structural model, we set the
mat size to 5000. Mat size is a mechanism that controls the internal size of matrices that Stata uses.
(StataCorp. 2017). Structural modeling results suggested that the hypothesized model fit the data well
(χ2 [614] = 1455.21, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.90; TLI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.07; SRMR = 0.09).
However, we ran mediation analyses based on the hypothesized model to determine if mediation
was partial or full and proportion of the effect. We performed the mediation test using a program
developed for Stata with Monte Carlo replications. Monte Carlo replication is considered to be a
good alternative to bootstrapping, as it takes less time and still acceptable (Jose 2013; Mehmet and
Jakobsen 2017). The number of Monte Carlo replications was set to 5000. The analyses showed
that mediation was partial. The average indirect effect of structural empowerment on EDI was
estimated to be 0.54, SE = 0.10, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.34, 0.75]. The ratio of indirect effect to total effect
was 0.65; this meant about 65% of the effect of structural empowerment on EDI was mediated by
psychological empowerment.
Adm. Sci. 2020, 10, 42 9 of 18
Table 2. Items and Confirmatory Factor Analysis results.




Emergence and search for ideas 0.87 0.64
I recognize when there is an opportunity for improvement with a practice 0.84
I always identify when there is an opportunity for improvement with a practice 0.83
I am able to search for solutions to identified problems 0.80
I can identify when there are problems with a daily routine/practice 0.72
Idea generation 0.88 0.71
I come up with creative ideas that might improve the daily work 0.90
I often come up with creative solutions to problems at work 0.80
I am good at generating original solutions for problems 0.84
Idea development & Implementation 0.92 0.66
When a developed idea is put into practice, it becomes part of the routine 0.83
We are good at implementing new ideas 0.88
We systematically implement innovative ideas into work practices 0.79
Implemented ideas become part of the routine 0.85
There is a process for developing ideas in the department/unit 0.80
We develop suitable plans and schedules for the implementation of new idea 0.71
Structural empowerment
Opportunity 0.87 0.71
My work provides me with challenges to grow at work 0.86
I have the chance to gain new skills and knowledge on the job 0.78
My job provides me with the possibility for growth 0.88
Information 0.79 0.54
I am informed about the goals and strategy needed to do my job well 0.77
I am informed about the policies and procedures needed to do my job well 0.85
I have access to the necessary information to do my job well 0.66
Support 0.85 0.63
I get specific information about things I do well 0.88
I receive helpful hints or problem solving advice 0.87
I get comments about things that I could improve 0.62
Resources 0.74 0.58
I have available materials to accomplish job requirements 0.68
I have the resources I need for my job 0.84
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The work I do is very important to me 0.86
My job activities are personally meaningful to me 0.82
The work I do is meaningful to me 0.84
Competence 0.85 0.66
I am confident about my ability to do my job 0.81
I am self-assured about my capabilities to perform my work activities 0.80
I have the skills necessary for my job 0.82
Autonomy 0.90 0.76
I have significant autonomy in determining how I do my job 0.89
I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work 0.85
I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do my job 0.86
Impact 0.94 0.83
My impact on what happens in my organization/department is large 0.93
I have a great deal of control over what happens in my department 0.85
I have significant influence over what happens in my department 0.95
[χ2 (539) = 1034.70, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.06; SRMR = 0.05].
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4. Study 2: Methodology
The purpose of Study 2 was to replicate the study in another organization and sector with different
situational factors. Since study 1 was done in a public sector organization, we carried out study 2
in a private sector organization. The main elements of the research design were the same. The data
collection procedure, the steps adopted to check common method bias were same as for study 1.
The measurement instruments were also the same.
4.1. Data Collection and Sample Attributes
A total of 202 employees of the Nordic Choice hotel received the survey. After two reminders,
60 completed the survey, representing a response rate of 30%. Of these, 27 respondents (45%) were
males, while 33 (55%) were females. There were 23 respondents (38%) who reported that they were
subordinates, whereas 37 (62%) had leadership responsibilities. Among the respondents, 39 (65%) had
contact with guests, and 21 (35%) had no contact with users.
4.2. Control Variables
Similar to for study 1, we controlled for three semi-demographic characteristics including gender,
education and contact with clients. However, the correlation analysis show that the control variables
had no significant relationships with the substantive variables and were therefore excluded from
further analysis.
4.3. Data Analyses
We decided to perform SEM using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM).
PLS-SEM is recommended by scholars (e.g., Venturini and Mehmet 2019; Wong 2019) when the sample
size is small, as was the case with our data. We used a package developed by Venturini and Mehmet
(2019) for Stata.
We began with the descriptive statistics and correlation analyses of the research construct. Table 3
displays the bivariate correlations between the main constructs and control variables and gives
preliminary support to hypotheses 1–3.
Table 3. Mean, Standard deviation and scale correlations.
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
Gender 1.55 0.50
Education 2.97 0.72 −0.23
User contact 1.35 0.48 −0.25 0.18
Structural empowerment 5.8 0.84 0.11 −0.04 0.12
Psychological empowerment 6.2 0.59 −0.06 −0.02 0.10 0.67 ***
EDI 5.5 0.78 0.03 −0.81 −0.08 0.60 *** 0.59 ***
Note: *** = p < 0.001.
Next, we proceeded with the main analysis that was done in two steps. First, the measurement
model was examined. We assessed our measurement model by looking at the loadings, Cronbach’s
alpha, composite reliability and AVE as suggested in PLS-SEM literature (e.g., Hair et al. 2019).
As seen in Table 4 the results of the factor analysis showed satisfactory properties for all constructs.
The composite reliability (CR) for all constructs were above the suggested value of 0.6 (Bagozzi
and Yi 2012) and the Cronbach alpha was above the recommended level of 0.7, indicating a good
internal consistency of the second-order constructs of this study (EDI, structural empowerment and
psychological empowerment). Equally, the average variance extracted value (AVE) were satisfactory.
All our constructs showed an AVE value that was higher than 0.50, indicating a sufficient degree of
convergent validity. Table 4 shows the standardized factor loading of the reflective constructs, CR,
Cronbach’s alpha and AVE.
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Table 4. Model—standardized factor loadings.
Reflective Reflective Reflective












Cronbach 0.86 0.70 0.73
CR(DG) 0.90 0.82 0.85
AVE 0.70 0.52 0.62
Notes: 1. Emergence = emergence and search for ideas, ideagen = idea generation, ideaimp = idea development
and implementation; 2 CR(DG) = composite reliability or Dillion-Goldstein’s rho, AVE = average variance extracted.
The next step was the evaluation of the structural model. As noted by Venturini and Mehmet
(2019), “assessment of the model goodness for a PLS-SEM model is rather complicated and not yet
properly defined” (p. 12). To evaluate the quality of our hypothesized model (Figure 1), we reported
the path coefficient (standardized) and coefficient of determination (R2) (Venturini and Mehmet 2019).
The R2 for psychological empowerment was 0.53 while that of EDI was 0.50, indicating a moderate
sample’s explanatory power.
The results from the PLS-SEM analysis showed support for H1, H2 and H3). Hypothesis 1,
which postulated that structural empowerment has a positive relationship with EDI and was supported
in a statistically significant way (β = 0.48, p < 0.001). Hypothesis 2 postulated that there is a positive
association between structural empowerment and psychological empowerment. This hypothesis was
supported (β = 0.73, p < 0.001). Hypotheses 3, which predicted that there is a positive relationship
between psychological empowerment and EDI, was also confirmed (β = 0.28, p < 0.05). Together,
structural empowerment and psychological empowerment explained 50% of the variance in EDI.
(shown as Table 5).
Table 5. Model - Standardized path coefficients.
Variable Psychological Empowerment EDI
Structural
empowerment 0.73 (0.001) 0.48 (0.001)
Psychological
empowerment 0.28 (0.05)
Adjusted R2 0.53 0.50
With significant results in all the three parts tested in Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3, preliminary support
for H4 was demonstrated. We tested for mediation by first estimating the indirect effects, and secondly
testing the statistical significance (Hair et al. 2019). Accordingly, we found that the mediating effect of
psychological empowerment has on the relationship between structural empowerment and EDI was
significant (β = 0.21, p < 0.05), thus partial. Thus, we found support for the H4.
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5. Supplementary Analysis
To verify if there is any significant difference between study 1 and study 2, we performed a
multigroup analysis based on the model depicted in Figure 1. More specifically, we now checked
whether the model estimates (path coefficients and loadings) differ between study 1 and study 2
respondents. We did this by merging the two datasets and then performed a multigroup analysis.
Here, we used the bootstrap option with 200 replications. We performed this three times, setting a
significance level (alpha) of 0.001, 0.05 and 0.10 to check if any part will be significant. The results
show the path coefficients for the whole sample (Global) as well as those for study 1 (Group 1) and
study 2 (Group 2) samples were insignificant at the three significance levels. All path coefficients were
not significantly different between the two organizations. This demonstrates that there is no significant
difference between the two studies. See Table 6 and Figure 2 below.
Table 6. Multigroup comparison (organizations)—Bootstrap t-test.
Structural Effect| Global Study 1 Study 2 Abs Diff Statistic p-Value
Stremp -> Psyemp| 0.742 0.743 0.732 0.011 0.249 0.804
Stremp -> Edi| 0.386 0.375 0.483 0.107 0.858 0.391
Psyemp -> Edi| 0.373 0.374 0.282 0.092 0.665 0.507
Notes: Number of replications: 200; Group labels: group 1: NAV, group 2: Choice; Group sizes: group 1: 221,
group 2: 60.
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6. Discussion, Implications and Limitations
The main aim of this study was to empirically test the relationship between the two main
approaches of empowerment (structural and psychological empowerment) and EDI, and to determine
to what extent psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between structural empowerment
and EDI. We tested our hypothesized model in samples drawn from two organizations.
Employee empowerment is a widely studied concept but not empirically linked to EDI. This is
particularly important because EDI is about ordinary employees who are not hired for innovation they
may need to empowered to engage in innovation activities. This study contributes to the EDI literature
by illuminating how empowerment influences ordinary employee participation in innovation.
We found that both structural empowerment and psychological empowerment had a direct
positive association with EDI. This finding is theoretically meaningful, since structural empowerment
within an organization provides employees with significant opportunities, information, support and
resources to take an active role in the innovation process. Likewise, employees feel a state of being
psychologically empowered provides them with motivation and initiative to use their creativity and
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effort to generate, develop and implement innovative ideas. These findings indicate that empowerment
is a useful and promising concept to enable employees engage in innovation activities. In general,
this is consistent with early qualitative studies in which management practices were found to be
important for EDI (e.g., Sorensen and Ussing 2018; Voxted 2018; Hansen et al. 2017).
We also found that psychological empowerment partially mediated the relationship between
structural empowerment and EDI. The mediation role of psychological empowerment is a
well-established mechanism in the literature tasks (Seibert et al. 2011; Amundsen and Martinsen 2015).
Previous studies have pointed out that psychological empowerment acts as a mediating mechanism
between different independent and dependent variables (Zhang and Bartol 2010; Camilla and Krishna
2015). However, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that investigates the construct’s
mediating role between structural empowerment and EDI. A plausible explanation of our findings is
that structural empowerment stimulates psychological motivation processes in employees regarding
their work tasks (Amundsen and Martinsen 2015; Rhee et al. 2017), which in turn transmit effects of
structural empowerment on EDI.
Furthermore, our study also shows that structural empowerment can also enable EDI directly
without going through psychological empowerment as a mediating mechanism. Our finding of a
strong relationship between structural empowerment and psychological empowerment was consistent
with earlier findings (Laschinger et al. 2001). Additionally, our multigroup analyses indicated that there
was no significant difference between the two organizations. That is to say that there were no difference
as regard the path coefficient between structural empowerment and EDI and between psychological
empowerment and EDI for the two organizations. This suggests that the role of empowerment in
facilitating EDI is consistent and that it does not matter whether it occurs in a private or public
sector organization.
6.1. Implications of the Study
Based on the findings of our study, it is possible to draw out some implications on how organizations
can enhance the innovative performance of their regular employees through empowerment. First,
for organizations that seek to stimulate and maximize the innovative abilities of ordinary employees,
it is crucial to prioritize sources of structural empowerment in the working environment. This implies
that regular employees will react positively to the presence of a work environment that provides access
to information, access to resources, required support and opportunities. This is the responsibility
of managers and management of organizations. Employees on their own cannot provide these
empowering structures but instead merely react to their existence. Sometimes these structures are
inherent in the organization, whereas during other times, immediate supervisors will have to give
employees access to these structures.
Second, managers and the management of organizations need to ensure that structural
empowerment initiatives are arranged in such a way that it simultaneously promote a state of
feeling psychologically empowered among employees. Psychological empowerment is described as
motivational cognitions that can be induced in employees by the organizational environment (Rhee et
al. 2017; Conger and Kanungo 1988). It comprises of employees’ perceptions of meaning, competence,
self-determination and impact in one’s work role (Spreitzer 1995). This paper has demonstrated that
an employee’s state of feeling psychologically empowered has the potential to enable EDI.
6.2. Limitations of the Study
The present study has some limitations that are worth mentioning. First, the data for the two studies
were based on cross-sectional design. So, causal claims cannot be made. Again, the correlation among
the variables could have been inflated by common method bias, even though we employed some ex-ante
remedies. We recommend that future studies adopt a cross-lagged approach and separate independent
and dependent variables in time. This will help to rule out the possibility of common method variance.
Second, the sample size for study two was small compared to for study one. We recommend that
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future studies should be based on larger sample sizes. Third, these studies were conducted in services
sectors and in one country. Within the Norwegian context, organizational structures are flattening, and
there is less distance between employees and their supervisors. The Norwegian work environment
regulations guarantee an employee certain basic structures within their work environment. Without
further studies, our research cannot necessarily be generalized to other contexts.
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